Eigentlich hatten wir vor, Ihnen an dieser Stelle routinemäßig den Journal Impact Factor 2012 der RöFo mitzuteilen. Routinemäßigdenn auch wir haben bisher regelmäßig am Impact-Factor-Spiel [1] teilgenommen und haben uns dem System "Impact Factor" unterworfen. Eigentlichdenn einige von Ihnen haben es bereits mit Verwunderung zur Kenntnis genommen: Es gibt ihn nicht, den Journal Impact Factor 2012, zumindest nicht für die RöFo. Thomson We actually plannedas is our standard routineto report to you here on RöFo's 2012 Journal Impact Factor. Routinelybecause up to now we have participated in the Impact Factor game [1] and subjugated ourselves to the Impact Factor system. But actuallyas some of you have already noted with astonishment, there is no 2012 Journal Impact Factor, at least not for RöFo. Thomson Reuters pulled RöFo from its Journal Citation Report ® in June 2013 without advance notice [2] . Thus, a for-profit corporation in the Impact Factor's country of origin made an isolated decision that will have an impact on radiological research, science and industry in the country where radiology was born. As the leading radiology journal in the Germanspeaking world and as a publication that reflects the status of radiology across the entire region, RöFo would have had a 2011 Impact Factor of 3.075, if Thomson Reuters had counted all articles for the entire year consistently and accurately. Instead, in mid-2012 Thomson Reuters published RöFo's 2011 Impact Factor as 2.758, complaining in mid-2013 a full year laterthat the self-citation rate in 2011 had been too high. This is particularly surprising, because citing all relevant articles is one of the key quality criteria for a scientific journal, and because, naturally, many of those citations can be to the leading journal of a given language itself. Even without a single instance of self-citation, RöFo's 2011 Impact Factor would have been a respectable 1.057, better than 36 of 116 journals in a ranking eliminating self-citation. Without any consideration of this data and according to a set of undefined rules, the Impact Factor for RöFo has now been reset to 0.000 for the next two years. Who plays with which data and according to which rules? This development seemed as good a reason as any to once again ask the question: according to which rules is the Impact Factor determined and used? It's these rules that are currently questioned more and more from a wide range of perspectives [3] . Today, the Impact Factor is used in ways that go far beyond the original intention of its inventor, Dr. Eugene Garfield. Scientists and research organizations warned against the institutional misuse of the Journal Impact Factor in the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) [4]: "Do not use journal-based metrics, such as Journal Impact Factors, as a surrogate measure of the quality of individual research articles, to assess an individual scientist's contributions, or in hiring, promotion, or funding decisions." And yet, the reality at our universities and scientific institutions is something quite different. We must ask ourselves why we use seemingly objective methods to assess academic quality and performance.
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Ihre
Even though the Impact Factor is based on a relatively simple formula, it is virtually impossible to reconstruct how exactly it is calculated. Although in its response [5] to DORA Thomson Reuters stressed that DORA's criticism was aimed at how the Impact Factor is used and not at its calculation, it's obvious that the calculation yields inconsistent results, mainly due to the fact that the data available aren't sufficiently transparent [4, 6] . The situation is exacerbated by human data collection and processing errors. Absurd examples, such as Thomson Reuters' coding of a product advertisement as "editorial material" and including the translation of the product slogan as the headline of the editorial [7], do nothing to alleviate doubts about Impact Factor data quality. The incorrectly calculated Impact Factor for 2011 is yet another result of poor data collection. The current rules determining which journals get included or excluded are as obscure as those that will impact future decisions. In view of this, the demand "show me the data" should be supplemented by the equally important request "show me the rules." RöFo suddenly became invisible in the Journal Citation Report ® 2012. The reality, however, is the opposite: RöFo has had an enormous impact over the last 116 years and will continue to do so. It is and will remain the leading publication of the German-speaking radiology community. The Americans' decision, "we will not add Rofo to the current edition of the JCR" changes nothing. RöFo is still the journal it has always been, a publication that combines academic excellence and highquality continuing education. All of usreaders, authors, reviewers, editors, and the publisherwill have to work even harder than ever at continuing to further develop RöFo as a scientific journal. Continue reading RöFo, visit us online at http://roefo.thieme.de, submit your articles, and judge RöFo for yourselves. Our hope remains that the growing criticism will initiate the development of alternative assessment factors using a scientific approach that employs modern tools, methods, and procedures to measure and report the true scientific impact of journals, authors, and articles. Shouldn't the cradle of radiology and countless other scientific achievements also be capable of making a valuable contribution to setting the rules of the future [8]?
On that note, we are looking forward to an academic discourse on a topic that concerns all of scienceand you. Please let us know your opinionemail us at roefo@thieme.de. 
